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Chapter One 
Introduction 
 
The US foreign policy has undergone several shifts in its major focus over the years. In the 
19th century, American presidents focused primarily on the western hemisphere safeguarding 
her interests thereby enforcing the Monroe Doctrine in order to counter European attempts to 
upset the status quo (Pauly Jr.; 2005). Further, in the 20th century, the American focus shifted 
to West Germany and the Soviet Union during the cold war period to suppress communism 
in these empires. To achieve a dominant position and safeguard her interests, it worked out a 
formula for ensuring the crumbling down of the USSR which was a major threat to her 
achieving a hegemonic status (ibid). 
 
After the September 11th attack on the Twin Towers by terrorists, the US awoke. It became 
necessary that their foreign policy must be refined and tuned to focus majorly on the Middle 
East which at this point in time was seen as the breeding ground for terrorists and terrorism. 
President George W Bush administration started emphasizing on the need for the US to put 
in place strict checks and balances that will trim to size and if possible eliminate both Saddam 
Hussein and Osama Bin Laden. This is the start of a confrontational foreign policy approach 
to the Middle East. 
 
To Bush administration the expansionist strategy of Iraq through the attack of Kuwait was 
seen by the USA as a threat both to the international community and her national interests in 
the Persian Gulf. They feared that Saddam Hussein was in possession of weapons of mass 
destruction which munitions could trickle down to terrorist groups and this posed the 
greatest threat to the USA (Pauly Jr. 2005:1). The president outlined the fundamental points 
that guided their foreign policy which included war on terrorism, exportation of democracy 
to the Middle East and serious economic and political transformations affecting the Arab 
world. To President Bush, the best way to achieve these objectives was through the 
employment of a policy that embraces a military show off. 
 
The attack on the WTC did not alter the world politics, but it did underscore several aspects 
of US foreign policy. The US response to the terrorist attacks is a forceful reminder and the 
superpower needs support from other countries. The Bush Administration thought deeply its 
basic approach prior to September 11. When the US was attacked, the Bush Administration 
discovered international support was necessitous. The military strike on al-Qaeda requires 
admittance to foreign territory and need permission to use foreign airspace (Walt; 2001). The 
US is a leading economic and military power in the world and US concern about terrorism is 
a serious problem. Under Bush Administration US has some effective foreign policy: security 
competition in Europe and Asia, prevent the emergence of hostile great power, promote a 
more open world economy, to protect the spread of weapons of mass destruction (WMD). 
The main US foreign policy under Bush administration after September 11, 2001 was 
campaign against global terrorism. In short term methodology of Bush’s foreign policy was to 
eradicate al-Qaeda and its allies; and to replace the Taliban government in Afghanistan. Not 
only in Afghanistan Bush’s admittance in Iraq with military also recalled their typology of 
foreign policy (Walt; 2001). 
 
1.1 Research Question: 
What are the implications of the US Foreign Policy towards the Middle East between 2000 and 2009 
and what will be the possible implications of the adoption of the offshore Foreign Policy by Obama?  
Supplementary Questions 
a) Did the onshore doctrine alter the balance of power in favor of the U. S.? 
b) The onshore foreign policy application was aimed at the exportation of democracy to the Middle 
East. How far did the U. S. achieve this objective? 
c) What was the impact of onshore foreign policy to control weapons of Mass Destruction? 
1.2 Methodology 
In the arrangement of this project, we have tried to divide the cardinal supporting questions 
into two main divisions of focusing and analyzing the main problem of project. 
 
1.2.1 Problem Area 
During the time of President George W Bush, all his attention, energies and resources were 
engaged in a confrontational approach with the main objective of finding Weapons of Mass 
Destruction (WMD), delivering relief and humanitarian assistance and constructing new 
government institutions in the Middle East. Ideally, regime change through military 
confrontation was aimed at transforming the greater Middle East through the 
institutionalization of democratic structures where democracy triumphs and spreads from 
Iraq to her neighbors (McMillan, Sokolsky and Winner 2003:161). 
 
It’s against the background of a confrontational approach that led to change of regimes in Iraq 
and Afghanistan that we undertake an analytical investigation that may unveil the impacts it 
had towards achieving the objectives of the US in the Middle East. Did this onshore approach 
achieve a reduction in the threat towards world peace? 
 
1.2.2 Design of the project 
The project starts with a brief introduction followed by description of the problem area and 
the formulation of the relevant questions to be answered by the study. Research questions are 
followed by methodology. Theoretical framework is followed by analysis of the onshore and 
offshore foreign policy implications as applied by the current and former U.S. Presidents 
towards the Middle East. 
 
A comparison is drawn between the two approaches and their implications which are finally 
followed by our conclusion. 
 
1.2.3 Sources of Data 
My major focus on the project was centered on the implications of the confrontational and co 
operational foreign policy approaches towards the Middle East. Most of the literature on U.S 
foreign policy was found in several books by renowned scholars and Journals. Literature on 
the major sources of theory was from three main books namely-: John Baylis and Steve 
Smith(2007) The Globalization of World Politics – An Introduction to International Relations, Viotti 
and Kauppi (1993) International Relations Theory: Realism, Pluralism, Globalism and Jackson and 
Sorensen (2007) Introduction to International Relations: Theories and Approaches. Paper based 
sources included, books, journals, research reports, and magazines. Electronic sources 
included on-line data bases such as internet search engines. 
 
1.2.4 Theory Selection 
As noted earlier, the project focus was on the implications of the American foreign policy 
towards the Middle East. To understand this, two theories were selected. Neo - realism was 
able to bring out an understanding of the onshore policy orientation while liberalism 
pounded out the possible policy implications of offshore approach. 
 
1.2.5 Research Limitations 
The time allocated for the project was so limited that a topic such as the one US policy 
implications to the Middle East could be extensively covered. The period was so short for the 
researchers to fully exhaust all the aspects of the research topic. 
 
Some of the sources though authentic, presented biases in their data analysis. These biases, 
unless checked, would easily jeopardise the objectivity of the focus. 
 
The amount of information available that required analysis was so much that it took great 
considerations so as to condense it to the required twenty five pages. 
 
1.3 The Structure of the project 
The project is divided into five main chapters:-. 
 
First chapter contains introduction and methodology. 
 
Second chapter, has the two principle theories used in understanding the behavior of the US 
to the Middle East in terms of foreign policy application 
 
The third contains the two parallel approaches as used by both Bush and Obama. 
 
The comparative discussion between Bush and Obama has been discussed in chapter four. In 
this chapter we also argued how the onshore and offshore strategy supports the theories 
which we applied in our project. 
Our conclusion has been given out in the fifth and final chapter. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Chapter Two 
Theoretical Framework 
 
 
2.1 Neo Realism 
The central point of the neorealism is power politics. To states, national interests are always 
the main factor behind states behavior and action. The school sees state sovereignty as the 
most important aspect in international relations. The state has in all situations to ignore the 
ethical and moral considerations in matters that require a unified approach and pursue her 
interests foremost. What this translates into is that the main focus of the state should not be 
on humanitarian issues but rather on the state as an entity. Of importance, is her survival and 
economic gain (Baylis and Smith, 2004). 
 
According to Waltz Kennedy, the behavior and action of any state must of necessity be 
guided by state interests. Realism does indeed acknowledge that international cooperation is 
possible only if there is a possibility of the state increasing its capabilities (Lawson 2003). 
Waltz says that the important consideration here is for the state actor to accept cooperation 
only if such cooperation will translate into an increase in its military strength so as to protect 
its national interests. 
 
Realism does not in its arguments consider any non state actors in the system and therefore 
claims that a state cannot surrender to any other entity for that will threaten its sovereignty 
and survival. 
 
Waltz sees the international structure as anarchical in nature. This means that there is lack of 
a common power or central authority to enforce rules and maintain order in the international 
system. Individual state cannot afford to surrender to the United Nations for leadership as 
the system is considered chaotic by realism. To them, accumulation of military power gives 
the state a position in the international system. 
 
According to Robert Kegan in his book, Paradise and Power argues that realism tells us that 
disparities in military capabilities shape strategic perceptions and strategic culture. Always 
strong powers view the world differently that the weak powers. They measure risks and 
threat differently, they define security differently and they have different levels of tolerance 
for insecurity. Those with great military powers are more likely to consider force as a useful 
tool of international relations that those who have less military power. The stronger, may, in 
fact rely on force more that they should (Reffler, 2005:406). 
 
This statement fully describes America’s behaviour while dealing with the Middle East 
during the Bush administration. Her perceptions on threat and strategy were simply pre-
emptive more especially when confronting Saddam and this was based on the belief that they 
have the ability to thrash any other power militarily. 
 
There are four major assumptions upon which realism is founded. The first assumption is 
that states are principal are most important actors. Key units of analysis are states. The study 
of international relations therefore is the study of relations among these units. 
 
Non-state actors such as United Nations are not recognised and are seen to be of secondary 
position by realists. This therefore means that states are the dominant actors in the global 
system. The second assumption is that states are viewed as a unitary actor. As a principal 
actor it faces the outside world as an integrated part. There may he internal differences but 
they do not act the policies of government while handling matters of international relations. 
They solve their problems and face the world as one single unified unit. Within the hierarchy 
of international issues, state security (National) is the topmost. Military and related political 
issues dominate world politics. A realist focuses on actual or potential conflict between state 
actors, examining how international security is attained or maintained, how it breaks down, 
the utility of force as a means to resolve disputes, and the prevention of the violation of 
territorial integrity. The state is always taken as a rational actor. They are seen as drawing 
rational foreign policy that seeks to achieve objectives while considering all feasible 
alternatives in terms of existing capabilities available to the state. 
 
2.2 Liberalism 
The liberal school view human natures positively with great faith in human reason are 
convinced that rational principles can be applied in international relations. They hold that 
individuals share many interests and therefore can engage in collaborative and cooperative 
social action domestically and internationally which results in greater benefits for all (Jackson 
and Sorenson 2003:109). They say that human reason can triumph over human fear and lust 
for power and therefore in the long run, cooperation based on mutual interests will always 
prevail in all situations. The core concern of liberations is the happiness and contentment of 
individual beings. 
 
John Locke argues that states exist to underwrite the liberty of their citizens and thus enable 
them to live their lives and pursue their happiness without undue interference from other 
people. Liberalisms expounded three strands of liberal thinking namely, sociological, 
interdependence, institutional and republican liberalism. 
 
Sociological Liberalism 
Sociological liberalism encompasses trans-national relations between people groups and 
organizations belonging to different countries. One of the expounders of sociological 
liberalism named Karl Deutsche argues that a high degree of trans-national ties between 
societies lead to peaceful relations the amount to more than the more absence of war. They 
believe that people have eventually come to the realization that their conflicts to large scale 
physical force (Jackson and Sorenson 2003:109). 
 Therefore sociological liberalism encompasses the study of relations between governments 
and the study of relations between private individuals, groups and societies. As a result, 
overlapping interdependent relations between people are bound to be more cooperative than 
relations between states because states are exclusive and their interests do not overlap and 
cross-cut. A world with a large number of transitional networks will thus be more peaceful 
(ibid…) 
Interdependence Liberalism 
To interdependent liberalists, economic development, and foreign trade are more adequate 
and less costly means of achieving prominence and prosperity as opposed to Military Force 
and territorial expansionism. This argument is supported by the fast that the costs of using 
force have increased while its benefits have decreased/declined (Sorenson and Jackson 
2003:112). 
 
They argue that a high division of labour in between states, and that discourages and reduces 
violent conflict between states. Greater interdependence in the form of transitional ties 
between countries could lead to peace. 
 
Institutional Liberalism 
The vision of institutional liberalism rested upon the building of international organizations 
and specifically the League of Nations. The Neo liberal school believes that international can 
make cooperation easier. These institutional groupings may be classified as 
intergovernmental, supranational, and trans-national. 
 
Republican Liberalism: 
Our main concern in terms of analysis will use republican liberalism to try and figure out the 
behaviour of the US towards the Middle East. 
 
Republican Liberalism is built on the claim that liberal democracies are the more peaceful and 
law abiding than are other political systems. The argument is that democracies don’t fight 
each other. They believe in the existence of domestic political cultures based on peaceful 
conflict resolution, holding of common values which lead to the formation of a “Pacific 
Union” Peace treaty, and finally democracies are strengthened through economic cooperation 
and interdependence. Kant Immanuel commonly referred to as the father of sociology, 
argued that there’s the existence of the “Spirit of Commerce” that brings out mutual and 
reciprocal gain for those involved in international cooperation and exchange. (Sorenson and 
Jackson; 2003:121). 
 
The republican believe that with rise of the number of democracies in the world, there is hope 
to a more peaceful world with international relations characterised by cooperation instead of 
conflict (ibid….). They vehemently argue that democracy does encourage peaceful 
international relations because democratic governments are controlled by their citizens who 
will not advocate or support war with other democracies. Republican liberals always believe 
and hope that world politics is already developing and will develop far beyond rivalry, 
conflict, and war among independent states. 
 
There is a strong belief that it is the responsibility of the republican liberals to promote 
democracy world wide for in doing so, they are promoting peace, which is one of the most 
fundamental of political values. 
 
Liberalism’s principle thought is based on the notion that human beings in a democratic state 
characteristically evince much greater reluctance to engage in violent conflict primarily 
because they are reluctant to risk their own lives. The idea here is that people are constrained 
by their own rational interest to avoid war whenever possible (Lawson, 2003:49). 
 
Their basic argument here is that its not personal interests and ambitions that guide our 
actions but rather the moral and ethical considerations. They hold a world view of peaceful 
coexistence amongst humans. To them, human nature has a propensity to learn from past 
mistakes and realise that democratic governance is the best way to maintain peace and 
security in the world. The construction of an international organization to control world 
peace and security was out of human rationality. 
 
Liberal school believes that the freedom of states is a major problem towards international 
relations for they are busy with state interests rather than the universal interest of peace and 
security (Baylis and Smith, 2004:195). The interdependency argued out by liberalism will be a 
viable approach towards such matters as environmental pollution, humanitarian 
intervention, climate change and other global challenges. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Chapter Three 
U. S. Foreign Policy in the Middle East 
 
3.1 U. S. Foreign Policy under Bush onshore doctrine 
 
This chapter will engage itself with the presentation of the implications that stem from the 
application of the two parallel approaches adopted by the former and current heads of state 
of the United States of America. 
 
The crumbling of the Soviet Union and the coming down of the Berlin wall marked a turning 
point in the American foreign policy. The invasion of Kuwait by Iraq seems to have marked a 
new era where the US made it clear that it could not accommodate the Iraq aggression on a 
sovereign state. To the US, the invasion was a manifestation of Iraq’s expansion strategies that 
could threaten world peace and especially in the Persian Gulf region. It became suspicious 
and cautious of Saddams future intentions. This led to the Bush’s administration of soughing 
to limit Saddams potentiality to develop nuclear, chemical, and biological weapons of mass 
destruction (Pauly Jr. 2005:5). Further to this, the US´s focused and saw an Iraq that will 
develop these weapons and transfer those munitions to terrorist organizations. 
 
The attack on the United States did not alter every aspect of world politics but it did 
underscore several aspects of US foreign policy. This is growing attention in recent years. Not 
only in US homeland but they attacked outside the homeland, but why those situation has 
been created. Here we have tried to examine ‘what were the main tinted foreign policies 
under Bush administration towards Middle East’. Was it onshore strategy? 
 
We have found several linked interests of US foreign policy in Middle East. Flow of oil from 
the Persian Gulf region to the United States and other industrialized countries was the first 
and foremost US interest in the Middle East. The second highly important interest of US in 
the Middle East was (may be ‘is’) to ensure that state and non state actors in the region do not 
develop, obtain or use weapons of mass destruction (WMD). In present, Iran presents the 
most serious threat to US efforts to stop nuclear weapons proliferation. The third vital interest 
is fostering a region that does not spawn, suffer from or export violent Islamist extremism. 
Al-Qaeda and its associated terrorist movements represent the most serious threat facing the 
US homeland and US interests in the Middle East (Bowman; 2008). 
 
The Bush Administration’s key issues were: terrorism, weapons of mass destruction, Iraq, 
Iran, Arab- Israel peace, oil security. In his first term administration, the impact of the shock 
of 9/11 and the need to respond, he effectively tried to link those interests (Veliotes; 2005). 
By September 2007, Bush had changed the objective from national reconciliation to local 
empowerment. In justifying this new objective, the president stated, “As local politics change, 
so will national politics” (Ross; 2008; 8). The continuing problem in Iraq is that Shi’a and 
Sunnis are not building bridges or understandings between each other either at national or 
local levels. US strategy in Baghdad, along with an increased military presence, has been to 
build separation walls between the different sectarian neighborhoods (Ross; 2008). 
Bush has been portrayed Iraq as the war against terrorism, but there was no strong evidence 
that Saddam Hussein supported al- Qaeda. After invasion democratization of Iraq has 
become the centerpiece of US policy in this distressed country. And the ground has shifted 
with respect to the meaning of ‘democratization’. New democratic Iraq allied to the United 
States, which would take the lead in solving the Palestinian problem through the recognition 
of Israel. The Bush administration’s original approach to encouraging democratic progress 
elsewhere in the Arab world has been resented by governments and criticized by many as 
overly zealous and counterproductive, that has had a positive impact. For the Middle East 
peace process, the only expected and demonstrable effect of Iraqi adventure has been to 
divert attention and resources from this important issue (Veliotes; 2005). 
 
The Bush administration did believe that to export democratic values to the Middle East, the 
US had to rely on direct application of the military and political power. As Jonathan Monten 
puts it, US political and security interests are advanced by the spread of liberal political 
institutions and values abroad. The confrontational approach was more ideal to realistically 
achieve these strategic targets. For the US to secure her interests, Bush had expressed his 
desire to spread liberty around the world and specifically the Middle East since it was 
believed to be the source of security threats to the US.  
 
The USA as a superpower was believed to be the sole pillar upholding a liberal world order 
that will create free markets, bring hope of democracy, development and free trade both in 
the middle east and of course the entire world. On the onset of military power application to 
the Middle East, Bush believed that he was under obligation of the US to spread democracy 
to the Middle East and this could only be achieved. 
 
In view of what happened to the US on September 11th, the superpower realized the 
enormous threats posed by both the terrorists and the rogue states such as Iraq and Taliban in 
Afghanistan. Thee two could pose great threats to the interests in three ways; domestic 
stability, land based infrastructure, and maritime assets, (Bowman, 2008:79). Threats to 
homeland security, oil processing plants, and naval bases and military camps were all seen as 
being in danger with hostile regimes in place. Therefore change of regime in the name of 
exportation of democratic principles could only be achieved through military confrontation. 
As a super power, the US was confident that it will triumph over the hostile principles and as 
such it adopted this foreign policy approach. 
 
The heightened threat perceptions by America worsened by the September 11th attacks led 
America heightened her ethnocentric behavior, she decided to go unilateral. Ignoring the 
Unites nations, and other major powers, the US decided to go solo and overrule the former 
UN secretary generals’ good intentions of trying to prevail upon Iraq to comply with all 
drunk with power, ignored the UNSC and took the initiative in aggression. 
 
Leffler, (2003:412) states that there’s no greater and sadder irony, perhaps even tragedy that 
while Bush officials assert the superiority of American values, the overwhelming overuse of 
American power breeds cynicism about U.S motives and distrust of the U.S intentions. He 
further presents a survey report of world public opinion in the Middle East countries which 
indicate that majority of people in these countries maintain that the U.S ignores their 
interests, it seeks to dominate the world, and see her underlying motive as wanting to control 
the Middle East oil. The survey had overwhelming majorities of people in Jordan and 
Morocco viewing the suicide Sept. 11th attacks on America as truly justifiable. In countries 
like Pakistan, Jordan, Morocco and Turkey, Osama bin Laden is seen as a hero. 
 
This tells us therefore that the onshore policy has negatively impacted on the stature and 
reputation of America in the whole world. Some of the allies of the U.S before the 
confrontation turned enemies. Most countries both in the Middle East and elsewhere in the 
world were against the use if force and believed that all this issues could be handled by the 
UNSC or the Arab league. 
 
After the terrorist attack, the US awoke up to a realization that a major threat both to 
homeland security and outside interests stemmed from the Middle East states and from non- 
state actors such as Al Qaeda. The security apparatus of the US therefore realized that these 
two sources of threats, if not checked, will eventually employ the use of Weapons of Mass 
Destruction on America and its interests without limitation. It became critical to the Bush 
administration that an immediate action was necessary. This was inline with Jimmy Carters 
believe that “anybody threatening the US interests in the Middle East is an aggressor and this 
will be regarded as a moral equivalent of war and the US was ready to repel it with any 
means necessary including Military force”(Petras and Korzeniewicz in Mao; 1980:83,108). 
America’s great concern that necessitated their approach was based on the fear that 
expansionist states such as Iran were developing nuclear weapons. To the US, this will make 
Iran more aggressive and arrogant. 
 
Following September 11, 2001, key policy- makers in the Bush administration concluded that 
toppling Saddam Hussein and his regime was necessary to strike a blow to radical Islamic 
terrorism on multiple fronts. Ideologically Iraq war was seen as a major step towards the 
political and cultural transformation of the Middle East. The terrorist attacks transformed the 
Bush’s sense of danger and underlined the urgency of onshore strategy. 
 
The most important factor contributing to the decision to go to war was the change in 
President Bush’s position towards Iraq after 9/11. Prior to 9/11, Bush had resisted the war 
hawks’ pressure to take action against Iraq. Why Bush decided to go to war with Iraq, the 
possible answer is oil and achieving American dominance. The most prominent explanation 
for Iraq war is that the war was all about oil. In this connection, the Bush administration 
declared war on Saddam in order to enrich American oil companies and to seek additional oil 
from Iraq’s vast petroleum reserves. If all the Bush administration cared about was oil, it 
would have lifted sanctions on Iraq’s oil sales and cut deals with Saddam instead of invading 
the country. Such a policy would have satisfied both the oil companies and American’s long 
term needs for oil. Moreover there is no evidence that oil companies lobbied the Bush 
administration to topple the Saddam regime. Prior to 9/11, the oil lobby in Washington 
generally favored the relaxation of US restrictions on Iraq, not Saddam’s removal. After 9/11, 
most oil companies were wary about the Iraq war because they were worried that the war 
could bring instability to the Gulf. 
 
Iraq’s oil was relevant to the decision to go to war, but not as many argue in the Bush 
administrations desire to control it. In the Bush administration, particularly high level civilian 
political appointees in the Pentagon believed that Iraq’s oil would be used to finance the 
country’s reconstruction, thus alleviating the financial burden on the American Treasury. 
Perspective of Bush administration, oil in the hands of Saddam was worrisome; he could 
again try to achieve dominance over the Gulf, a region that is vital to world economic 
stability. 
 
The Iraq war was as part of the Bush administration’s global agenda to attain American 
hegemony and even to create an empire. The biggest impact of Iraq war the Bush 
administration’s policy was to undermine America’s sense of security and reinforced the 
notion that national defense was tied to distant trouble spots abroad, especially Afghanistan 
and Middle East. The major consequence of the 9/11 attacks for the Bush administration’s 
foreign policy was the confluence of realists (Tunac; 2008). 
 
Before 9/11, the Deputies Committee (by Paul Wolfwitz, Richard Armitage, Stephen Hadley 
and Lewis Libby with their colleagues from the CIA, Treasury and Justice) looked at the draft 
on 30 April 2001. Richard Armitage was one of its strongest supporters having labeled the 
fight against al- Qaeda as the highest priority for US foreign policy in South Asia. Bush 
received a briefing by Rice on the Deputies’ discussion stated, “I am tired of swatting flies. I 
am tired of playing defense. I want to play offense. I want to take the fight to terrorists” 
(Moens; 2004; 127). 
 
Apart from Iraq, Iran is a major concern with respect to its nuclear ambitions. Under Bush 
administration one of the top most interests was in the Middle East to ensure the state and 
non- state actors in the region do not develop, obtain or use weapons of mass destruction 
(WMD). The threats posed by biological and chemical weapons also warrant the attention of 
policymakers, nuclear weapons are unique in their ability to inflict casualties on a 
catastrophic scale. Iran presents the most serious threat to US efforts to stop nuclear weapons 
proliferation. Iran could use its nuclear weapons to lunch a first strike against Israel or 
nuclear weapons-related technology or materials to terrorist groups such as Hezbollah to 
strike Israel and US interests while minimizing the obvious fingerprints that would invite 
relation. 
 
Iran’s development of nuclear weapons would most likely to a more aggressive Iranian 
foreign policy, potentially spark a regional nuclear arms race and would increase the 
likelihood that nuclear technology or materials could inadvertently end up in the hands of 
terrorist groups such as Hezbollah or al- Qaeda. The opaque and fragmented nature of 
Iranian politics and decision-making make it difficult to identify the motivations for the 
Iranian nuclear program definitively. As an Iranian sense of insecurity fueled by the Iran- 
Iraq war in 1980s, the US invasion of Iraq of 2003 and US regime change rhetoric since 
September 11, 2001 appear to figure prominently in Iranian thinking. After the March 2003 
US led invasion of Iraq, then President Muhammad Khatami of Iran publicly worried, “They 
tell us that Syria is the next target, but according to our reports Iran could well follow” 
(Bowman; 2008; 82). 
 
The Iranian nuclear program is motivated by insecurity the consistent US unwillingness to 
engage in ongoing, unconditional talks with Iran on issues beyond Iraq as well as excessive 
US saber- rattling and regime change rhetoric and a suffocating military posture may only 
serve to validate the perceived necessity of Iran’s long-term quest for nuclear weapons 
(Bowman; 2008). 
 
The top most agenda of Bush’s foreign policy was to eradicate al- Qaeda both by attacking in 
Afghanistan and by eliminating its cells in other countries and decided to go to Iraq. To 
achieve these US foreign policy focused on:- 
Managing anti-terrorist coalitions 
Enhancing control over weapons of mass destruction 
Reconstructing Afghanistan 
Major victory against global terrorism reclined in the US ability to create and sustain a broad 
international coalition. International support had been a prerequisite for military action 
against al-Qaeda and the Taliban. Making coalition with Arab and Muslim states was not so 
easy. Some Arab and Muslim states are reluctant to cooperate with Washington, given their 
fears of domestic instability and the popular belief that the United States is insensitive to 
Arab and Muslim concerns. Given the importance of maintain broad international support, 
the US was likely to subordinate other foreign policy goals to the broader task of keeping its 
coalition intact. 
 
Bush administration made to support Parvez Musharraf and its regime in Pakistan. This 
policy was necessary for Bush to facilitate the military campaign in Afghanistan. Gearing the 
sanctions up and pledging new economic aid (also debt relief) was a good first step and US 
took immediate action to open the US market to Pakistani exports. Another policy implication 
for US helped a number of states and groups with poor human rights records such as 
Uzbekistan and the Afghanistan Northern Alliance, the war on terrorism would require it to 
downgrade its concern for human rights temporarily. 
 
After 9/11 another changing regime was to improve a relation with Russia. The US behaves 
with scant regard for Russia’s concerns last few decades, but after 9/11 it needed Russian 
support on a variety of fronts. To get the facility, Bush administration abandoned the process 
of NATO expansion or pursue it in a way that it acceptable for Russia. Russian President 
Putin had indicated that expansion might be acceptable under certain conditions. Bush was 
more flexible about Russia after 9/11 such as open door to Russia’s entry into NATO, the 
other policy toward missile acceptable revision of the 1972 Anti ballistic Missile Treaty, only 
for support to US war against terrorism. 
 
The event of 9/11 showed an international terrorist are more capable and ruthless. Their 
willingness is to sacrifice themselves and their indifference to the killing of American people, 
the most danger is the possibility that al-Qaeda might acquire weapons of mass destruction 
and use it full effect. Reducing this threat required a new effort to bring existing stockpiles of 
nuclear, chemical and biological weapons under reliable control. Bush administration faced 
under pressure of the most precarious and concern about Russia, whose have enormous 
arsenal of WMD. 
 
Bush’s effort was to control Russia accompanied by a global campaign to prevent terrorist 
from acquiring weapons of mass destruction from any other source. To accomplish this task, 
was a great challenge for Bush. Neither the Bush administration nor the US congress did 
show that it appreciates the seriousness of this problem. The administration helped the 
Pakistanis secure their nuclear arsenal more reliably and other technical measures to prevent 
unauthorized use. Al- Qaeda’s attack suggested that the threat of catastrophic terrorism is 
more serious than previously believed, which made this an ideal time to lunch a major effort 
to limit the danger from weapons of mass destruction. If US were serious about reducing the 
threat from global terrorism, a sustained effort to deny such groups access to fearsome 
weapons should be a key element of its strategy. 
 
The central issue of Bush administration was to maintain array of global military 
commitments and especially it’s large forward military presence as “onshore”. It is clear that 
this policy entails significantly greater costs than Americans have thought. Without broad 
international support, the ‘onshore’ strategy of Bush to stop the spread of weapons of mass 
destruction to rogue states using preventive war and aggressive nuclear policies does not 
serve US national security interests. Keeping nuclear weapons the world’s only superpower 
cannot afford to provoke and more significantly, to frighten, a majority of the major powers at 
once. Immediately after the September 11 terrorist attacks the US’ NATO allies unanimously 
declared that the attacks were an act of aggression. Therefore, U. S. and its allies together with 
invaded the suspect countries of Iraq and Afghanistan. 
 
During the Clinton era, Osama had publicly declared war on the US. He had maintained that 
the Middle East is the home of the Muslim and therefore should not the occupied by such 
people as Christians and Americans as this is considered defilement of their prayer centre. 
Looked at critically, the terror attack of the twin towers in the US is directly related to their 
Military presence in the Middle East. Having declared a Jihad on the US, the terror attack is 
one fulfillment of the Al Qaeda promises that America was their target. 
 
Bowman (2008:84), argues that the centrality of the “Hejaz”, the area encompassing Mecca, 
Medina, and its surrounding areas, in the Muslim faith makes the presence of foreign troops 
in Saudi Arabia significantly more offensive compared to a troop presence in countries on 
Saudi Arabia’s periphery. 
 
As McMillan, Sokolsky, Winner (2008:161) puts it, the rivalry between Iran and Iraq, 
regardless of the political or ideological character of its leadership, will harbor many of the 
same aspirations of regional dominance as Saddam Hussein did-ambitions that will generate 
tensions and perhaps antagonisms among Iraq’s neighbors. Therefore bringing down 
Saddam Hussein (regime change) in Iraq also strengthens Iran’s position by removing a 
major counter weight to Tehran’s influence in the region. This has been busy building nuclear 
weapons for fear of being the next to be confronted by the US and secondly to assume the 
hegemonic status vacuum left by the Saddam regime. 
 
Regardless of who will rule Iran, Tehran has been seen pursuing regional hegemonic status, 
acquiring or developing nuclear weapons and improving its Military capabilities. As 
McMillan, Sololsky and winner (2003:162), observes, the end of Saddam did not ended 
Islamic extremism, and terrorism, the proliferation of destabilizing Military capabilities, drug 
trafficking, territorial disputes and others in the Middle East. As such, Bush’s confrontational 
approach has succeeded in creating another problem in the name of Iran and her nuclear 
power ambitious. This threatens US citizens; disrupt the flow of oil, which might eventually 
again provokes another U.S Military intervention which might broaden the conflict in the 
Middle East. In realist terms, the U.S victory in Iraq did not resolve many of the difficult 
security challenges that marked the prewar security environment in the gulf. (ibid). “Regime 
change is not a panacea for all the security threats that beset the gulf region”. 
 
The U.S.A engagement in the Middle East Military clearly showed that the U.S has never 
pursued a genuinely Multi-lateralist foreign policy. It’s a clear indication that despite the U.S 
embracing the creation of international institutions as an effective means of exercising U.S 
power and maintaining international order, the rules and procedures of these institutions 
bound other states far more than the U.S. itself. The U.S disregards some of the rules of 
procedure laid down by the UNSC and acts arbitrary to the directions given out by the UN. 
This in consequence has seen growing conflicts between herself and her allies in the recent 
years. (Skidmore 2005:224) Through her unilateral engagement, there has been a warning 
willingness on her part to invest in strong international institutions and growing insistence by 
other states that the U.S conform to the same international rules as the rest of the international 
community. These challenges to the U.S as hegemony have resulted in an increasing by 
unilateral American foreign policy, one that rests more upon the raw application of power 
and less upon the willingness of other states to follow U.S as a legitimate international leader 
(ibid) 
 
The foreign policy application of Bush and Obama are quite different. Clinton reluctantly 
pursued unilateralism, Bush enthusiastically glorified it and Obama administration seems to 
have decisively shifted to a genuine multilateralism that embraces all including their said 
enemies. 
 
There has been a growing isolation of the U.S from the main current of world opinion. The 
U.S runs the growing risk that other states, even if they lack the capacity or will to balance 
organist the U.S in traditional Military terms, may nevertheless complicate U.S foreign policy 
through active non-cooperation with unilateral applications of America power (Skidmore 
2005:25). The yawning gap between the unilateralist character of the U.S foreign policy and 
the multi-lateralists public preferences revealed in numerous opinion surveys point to a 
troubling deficit at home. 
 
Bush and his advisors sought to construct a narrative about the end of the Cold War that 
exalts moral clarity and glorifies the utility of military power. Moral clarity doubtless helps a 
democratic, pluralistic society like the United States reconcile its differences and conduct 
policy. Military power, properly configured and effectively deployed, chastens and deters 
adversaries. But this mindset can lead to arrogance and abuse of power. To be effective, moral 
clarity and military power must be harnessed to a careful calculation of interest and a shrewd 
understanding of the adversary. Only when ends are reconciled with means can moral clarity 
and military power add up to a winning strategy. Unfortunately, arrogance and suspension 
of use of reason through diplomatic engagement took the better part of the US foreign policy 
approach. 
 
3.2 Offshore orientation by Obama Administration 
During the time that Clinton was president of the United States, there was not much of a 
threat to the security of the United States. Most of the advisors to the president were reluctant 
to the use of force to safeguard American interests (Pauly Jr.; 2005:68). Clinton was 
particularly clear in his policies concerning military engagement outside of the US through 
his policies “America must carefully select the means and the level of our participation in 
particular military operations” (ibid). In his words, Berger, one of Clinton’s advisors stated 
“America is by any measure the world’s unchallenged military, economic and political 
power. “The world counts on us to be a catalyst of coalitions, a broker of peace and a 
guarantor of global financial stability”. The current president has adopted the same approach 
on handling the US´s foreign policy with the sole intention of bridging the political gap that 
had been created by the Bush administration through the confrontational foreign policy. 
 The current president, during his campaigns underscored the negative implications of the US 
military presence in the Middle East. As such, the continued stay and increase of US military 
presence seems to have led to potential increase in allies that are against the US. This has 
necessitated that the Obama administration draw a new program that will ensure a reduction 
in military presence in this region. Accordingly, the continued presence may lead to 
development of nuclear weapons in anticipation that the US may be aggressive and as such 
the states in the Middle East need to prepare for any eventuality. The offshore approach 
therefore is seen as an avenue to negate the fears and hatred that this states may have. 
 
Bowman 2008:85, reveals that the reduction of US troops in Saudi Arabia represented a step 
in the right direction for the United States to address this source of radicalization: what this 
means is that once the U.S recognize the need to significantly reduce its Military presence in 
Saudi Arabia and of course the larger Persian Gulf, this will be a step towards Minimizing 
radical and hostile reactions towards the U.S. 
 
It’s critical to note that Obama’s step to remove the US Military troops from Iraq starting 
August 2009, might in the long run reduce the level of hostilities towards the US from the 
Muslim World - for” a Robust regional ground troop often serves as a Major impetus for 
radicalization”-Bowman 2008:85.( The case being “Out of sight, out of mind”) 
According to McMillan, Sokolsky, and Winner (2003:162), The U.S Military deployments in 
and significant influence over Iraq after the war will not have not adequately protected all 
U.S security interests in the post war gulf region. As a matter of fact, it threatens their 
interests further. The offshore approach can be used to address the multitude of threats still 
seen in the Middle East through a mixture of traditional bilateral and new multilateral 
cooperative approaches 
 
Under the current offshore diplomacy, one benefit that will be seen is that once the U.S forces 
leave the Middle East, it’s likely that this will deny, the Alqaeda and others terrorist groups a 
chance to target and harm the U.S interests. The presence of the U.S Military in the Middle 
East is seen as a provocative move and acts as an impetus for the Alqaeda to act by taking 
offense. 
 
The establishment of a Multilateral and bilateral relations based on cooperation might not be 
a secure way to protect presence her interests. Without her Military presence in the Middle 
East, there’s fear that the trust of the Middle East States might jeopardize the interests of the 
U.S in case of extremists who might clench their fists when the USA is stretching her hand for 
friendship. With the presence of Non-state actors in the Middle East such as Alqaeda and 
Taliban, it’s nearly impossible to trust and strike any meaningful deal in terms of cooperation. 
Under the UN charter, there’s no Locus Standi for any diplomatic engagement between non-
state actors and of course the hegemony (USA) or any other sovereign state for that matter. 
 
McMillan, Sokolsky and Winner (2003:165) clearly show that given the Iranian hard line 
radical opposition to any compromise between the Palestinians and Israel, there would be 
some risk in the US cooperation approach. What this means is that Iran has always 
maintained a hard line stand and the presence of the US Military has been acting as deterrent 
towards her potential aggression. With the absence of the Military, Iran might flex her 
muscles and take the initiative of attacking Israel which in the long run will lead to an 
escalation of conflict in the wider gulf region. In reality therefore, the offshore approach 
adopted by the current president will impact negatively. 
 
Judging by the public statements, Saudi Arabia and Iran have expressed their desire to have 
an increased role for a regional responsibility for security issues. They argue that US presence 
has been even more destabilizing for the region than the Iraq’s weapons of mass destruction 
possession. Iran would therefore be willing and will welcome any opportunity to the part of a 
regional arrangement from which it has been excluded since the Islamic republics inception 
in 1989. The current cooperation policy may act as an impetus towards achieving regional 
cooperation amongst the Islamic states in achieving regional stability. 
The above scholars maintain that the regional set framework that involves Iran, Iraq, and 
other member countries the Middle East would provide for them a mechanism to interact on 
security issues that has been lacking and this would allow them to take a larger role in 
preserving and enhancing their own security. Moreover it would appeal both to leaders and 
those segments of the regions populations eager to see security addressed in a manner that 
does not directly rely on the United States. During the current U.S presidents address on the 
security situation in the Middle East, he maintained that USA was willing to give Afghanistan 
the necessary support that they will require to handle the problem of the Taliban. He 
categorically made it clear that US was ready and willing to support Afghan but recognized 
the fact that the Taliban were a problem purely to Afghanistan a sovereign state. 
 
As President Obama adopts the offshore foreign policy, it will prudent that he in his 
administration formulates policies that seek to encourage local groups and states to cooperate 
with each other. This can be done through incentives attached to cooperation so as to achieve 
peaceful settlements of disputes and peaceful co-existence amongst member states in the 
Middle East. 
 
The existing rivalries and mistrust among the states of the region, differing threat-
perceptions, and the Military capability gap among Iran, Iraq and their smaller neighbors 
have all made the creation of a classical collective security structure thus far impossible, even 
among those states whose common interest would seen to support such a structure 
(McMillan, Sokolsky, Winner 2003:107) 
 
Equally important t the current is the setting up of a national reconciliation conference that 
brings those that are currently empowered with provincial and national sectarian leaders and 
not allow this conference to disband until agreements have been reached.(Ross 2008:10). This 
will further be an outreach program that will seek to broker an understanding between Iraq 
and her neighbors who have always feared that there will be a power vacuum that could lead 
to an endless and very expensive competition among them. 
 
The current off-shore foreign policy approach of “Shaking hands with our enemies might in 
the long run be an alternative to handling the fragile situation and relationship between the 
U.S and the Middle East as this will reduce/diffuse tensions and prevent future conflict in the 
Middle East.” 
 
As Obama employs cooperation model, his approach is aimed at reengineering regional 
security in the area. He has to allow the Gulf States to take ownership of this enterprise to 
give it greater legitimacy (McMillan, Sokolsky and Winner 2003:171). As an active participant, 
the U. S. will encourage the participants in building a regional dialogue to achieve an 
understanding amongst member states of the Persian Gulf. This can be done through 
extension of several forms of assistance without being seen in the forefront. The Obama 
administration has taken this initiative in Afghanistan and therefore should extend it to other 
countries of the GCC and recognize their legitimacy and support their verdicts. This will 
strengthen the security apparatus and discourage rogue states from rebelling. 
McMillan and others argue that the United States should work behind the scenes to empower 
others to move this cooperation venture forward primarily by providing examples of best 
practices and other forms of assistance and advice. 
 
Leffler (2005:413), states in conclusion that the balance between ideals and interests has been 
dangerously skewed in favor of the former and the result may be an ominous over assertion 
of American power. The new administration requires a rethinking on the foreign policy that 
requires a careful exercise of good judgment. 
 
In short, the US has greater freedom by virtue of its unchecked international power, to pursue 
a unilateralist foreign policy than at any time in its history. Its might and size seems to have 
made America so insensitive to negative feed backs from the general public, international 
institutions and other states. 
 
It’s important that when there’s a big iceberg in the sea, the captain is the only hope who in 
time will turn the ship to another direction to avoid collision. Obama has taken to captainship 
and many hope that he will turn the ship (USA) before a ship wreck. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Chapter Four 
Analysis 
 
4.1 Analysis of U.S. Foreign Policy Implications 
In this Chapter, we will comparatively present the implications of the two approaches as 
adopted by the former and current administrations outlining salient effects of their 
application. 
 
As we compare both the former and the current U.S President foreign policy approach to the 
Middle East, it is important to note that the U.S is currently facing an economic depression 
that seems to affect all sectors of her economy including her Military engagements outside of 
the U.S. 
 
While the former president pursued his foreign policy based on realistic principles, where 
Americans great Military powers was a major considerations in adopting a confrontational 
approach this means that her strength made her rely on the application of force in pursuing 
her interests. Obama on the other hand, Obama embraced the principles where individuals 
share many interests and therefore can engage in collaborative social action domestically and 
internationally which he believes will result in greater benefits for all (Americans and the 
Middle East people). Obama therefore acts on the belief that a high degree of transnational 
ties between societies leads to peaceful relations that amount to more than the mere absence 
of war. He acts on the belief that people have eventually come to the realization that their 
conflicts and problems (between U.S.A, Iraq, Iran, and Taliban) can be solved without a resort 
to large scale physical force. 
 
 
The foreign policy application of Bush and Obama are quite different. Clinton reluctantly 
pursued unilateralism, Bush enthusiastically glorified it and Obama administration seems to 
have decisively shifted to a genuine multilateralism that embraces all including their said 
enemies. 
 
We have found several linked interests of US foreign policy in Middle East. Flow of oil from 
the Persian Gulf region to the United States and other industrialized countries was the first 
and foremost the US interest in the Middle East. The second highly important interest of US 
in the Middle East was to ensure that state and non state actors in the region do not develop, 
obtain or use weapons of mass destruction (WMD). In present, Iran presents the most serious 
threat to US efforts to stop nuclear weapons proliferation. The third vital interest is fostering a 
region that does not spawn, suffer from or export violent Islamist extremism. Al-Qaeda and 
its associated terrorist movements represent the most serious threat facing the US homeland 
and US interests in the Middle East (Bowman; 2008). 
 
Bush has been implemented this policy on Iraq as the war against terrorism. And the ground 
has shifted with respect to the meaning of ‘democratization’. New democratic Iraq allied to 
the United States, which would take the lead in solving the Palestinian problem through the 
recognition of Israel. The Bush administration’s original approach to encouraging democratic 
progress elsewhere in the Arab world has been resented by governments and criticized by 
many as overly zealous and counterproductive, that has had a positive impact. For the 
Middle East peace process, the only expected and demonstrable effect of Iraqi adventure has 
been to divert attention and resources from this important issue (Veliotes; 2005). 
 
On the other hand, Obama underscored the negative policy implication of the US military 
presence in the Middle East during his campaign. Such as, the continued stay and increase of 
US military presence seems to have led to potential increase in allies that are against the US. 
The Obama administration draws a new program that will ensure a reduction in military 
presence in this region. Accordingly, the continued presence may lead to development of 
nuclear weapons in anticipation that the US may be aggressive and as such the states in the 
Middle East need to prepare for any eventuality. The offshore approach therefore is seen as 
an avenue to negate the fears and hatred that this states may have. 
 
But Bush’s confrontational implementation of foreign policy was more ideal to realistically 
achieve his interests towards Middle East. For the US to secure her interests, Bush had 
expressed his desire to spread liberty around the world and specifically the Middle East since 
it was believed to be the source of security threats to the US. His main implication of foreign 
policy towards Middle East has turned into one major interest War against Terror. 
 
Under the Obama’s offshore diplomacy, one benefit that will be seen is that once the U.S. 
forces leave the Middle East, it’s likely that this will deny the Al Qaeda and others terrorist 
groups a chance to target and harm the U.S interests. The presence of the U.S Military in the 
Middle East is seen as a challenge to eradicate Al Qaeda. 
The establishment of a Multilateral and bilateral relations based on cooperation might not be 
a secure way to protect presence her interests. Without her Military presence in the Middle 
East, there’s fear that the trust of the Middle East States might jeopardize the interests of the 
U.S in case of extremists who might clench their fists when the USA is stretching her hand for 
friendship. With the presence of Non-state actors in the Middle East such as Al Qaeda and 
Taliban, it’s nearly impossible to trust and strike any meaningful deal in terms of cooperation. 
Under the UN charter, there’s no Locus Standi for any diplomatic engagement between non-
state actors and of course the hegemony (USA) or any other sovereign state for that matter. 
 
After 9/11 Bush responded to go war on Afghanistan and Iraq. For Iraq war, ignoring the 
Unites nations, and other major powers, the US decided to go solo and overrule the former 
UN secretary generals’ good intentions of trying to prevail upon Iraq to comply with all 
drunk with her power, ignored the UNSC and took the initiative in aggression. Following 
September 11, 2001 Bush’s policy concluded that toppling Saddam Hussein and his regime 
was necessary to strike a blow to radical Islamic terrorism on multiple fronts. Ideologically 
Iraq war was seen as a major step towards the political and cultural transformation of the 
Middle East. The terrorist attacks transformed the Bush’s sense of danger and underlined the 
urgency of onshore strategy. 
 
It is important that Obama’s step to remove the US Military troops from Iraq starting August 
2009, might in the long run reduce the level of hostilities towards the US from the Muslim 
World - for a Robust regional ground troop often serves as a Major impetus for radicalization 
(Bowman 2008:85) 
 
Some Scholars thought that the U.S Military deployments in and significant influence over 
Iraq after the war will not have not adequately protected all U.S security interests in the post 
war gulf region. As a matter of fact, it threatens their interests further. The offshore approach 
can be used to address the multitude of threats still seen in the Middle East through a mixture 
of traditional bilateral and new multilateral cooperative approaches. 
The Iranian hard line radical opposition to any compromise between the Palestinians and 
Israel, there would be some risk in the US cooperation approach. What this means is that Iran 
has always maintained a hard line stand and the presence of the US Military has been acting 
as deterrent towards her potential aggression. With the absence of the Military, Iran might 
flex her muscles and take the initiative of attacking Israel which in the long run will lead to an 
escalation of conflict in the wider gulf region. In reality therefore, the offshore approach 
adopted by Obama might impact negatively. 
 
Saudi Arabia and Iran have expressed their desire to have an increased role for a regional 
responsibility for security issues. They argue that US presence has been even more 
destabilizing for the region than the Iraq’s weapons of mass destruction possession. Iran 
would therefore be willing and will welcome any opportunity to the part of a regional 
arrangement from which it has been excluded since the Islamic republics inception. Obama’s 
cooperation policy may act as an impetus towards achieving regional cooperation amongst 
the Islamic states in achieving regional stability. 
 
On the point of Afghanistan, the top most implication of Bush’s foreign policy was to 
eradicate al- Qaeda both by attacking in Afghanistan and by eliminating its cells in other 
countries and decided to go to Iraq. To achieve these US foreign policy focused on- 
- Managing antiterrorist coalition 
- Enhancing control over weapons of mass destruction 
- Reconstructing Afghanistan 
- Rebuilding relations with the Arab and Islamic world. 
To implement his policy Bush made to support Parvez Musharraf and its regime in Pakistan. 
This policy was necessary for Bush to facilitate the military campaign in Afghanistan. Gearing 
the sanctions up and pledging new economic aid (also debt relief) was a good first step and 
the US took immediate action to open the US market to Pakistani exports. Another policy 
implication for the US helped a number of states and groups with poor human rights records 
such as Uzbekistan and the Afghanistan Northern Alliance, the war on terrorism would 
require it to downgrade its concern for human rights temporarily. 
 
Traditionally Bush followed mostly aggressive way and more realistic view of his policy 
implication towards Middle East. He underscored on homeland security followed by 9/11 
went to Middle East more aggressively. Resulted the world saw Afghanistan and Iraq war. 
Behind all the interests he emphasized actually eradicating Al Qaeda. Because, this non state 
actor was becoming harmful to the US interests in the Middle East. 
 
The September 11th attack on America heightened her ethnocentric behavior that made Bush t 
adopt a unilateral approach. Under Bush the U.S ignored the United Nation and major power 
and decided to go unilateral in handling the conflicts of the Middle East. Obama on the hand 
has been seen embarrassing all, friend and every alike. He pursues a policy where he 
stretches open hands to all. 
 
Comparatively speaking, both Bush and Obama’s “good” intention if exporting democracy 
seems to be received with mixed reactions: Bush did use the change regime strategy to ensure 
that new regimes are put in place and democratic structures in governance adjusted. Obama 
on the other hand seems to have taken departure from the point of leaving the countries with 
their freedom to handle their issues democratically but lend a hand whenever called it where 
it deems necessary. The peoples of the Middle East are in-charge of their democracy and must 
with responsibility handle and build their democratic structures without the direct 
involvement of the USA. 
 
As we analyze the two heads of state, we realize that while Bush adopted his confrontational 
approach, the over use if America power bred to a lot of cynicism and distrust from countries 
that have been allies of the U.S for a long time. Public opinion polls from countries like 
Jordan, Morocco, and Pakistan have shown that they readily justified the attack on the U.S by 
the Al Qaeda. These former friends did turn into enemies. On the other hand, Obama’s 
cooperation approach has been seen bringing on board the former enemies of the U.S 
president of Pakistan and Afghanistan have recently visited the U.S to discuss matters of 
security in their region with America taking the stand of “a friend willing to assist.” In he has 
turned enemies into friends.” 
 
The confrontation approach employed by the Bush administration positively minimized the 
strength and operative power of the Al Qaeda and the Taliban. The administrative, 
organizational and unilateral build up strength were significantly trimmed to size therefore 
positively minimizing possible threats to the U.S security. 
 
Unlike Bush, Obama’s approach is armed at allowing the Middle East state to take approach 
is seen as encouraging the states in taking an active position in building regional dialogue 
geared towards achieving a lasting understanding among all the member states. There was an 
initial desire shown by both Iran and Saudi Arabia for an offshore strategy that embraces 
regional responsibility by the Middle East states to own their problems and seek home gown 
solutions to these problems. The cooperation model has been welcome by many of the states 
including Iran herself. 
 
During the confrontational period, there existed rivalries and mistrust among the states of the 
region. The divide and attack policy did create great rifts among most states and this made it 
impossible for to pursue common interests and face their challenges. After Obama took over, 
there’s search for renewed cooperation among member states with Afghanistan and Pakistan 
joining hands to defeat the Taliban. 
 
The U.S needs to learn and charge since it has realized that relative power may be necessary, 
but not a sufficient condition foe explaining variation towards democracy promotion 
strategy. The US political and military power has been proved not to be a sufficient 
democracy. The U.S can equally achieve her exceptionalism through the use of cooperation 
strategy to maintain her hegemonic status without necessarily applying excessive force. 
 
It’s recognized that democratizing the Middle East is a noble goal but its achievement cannot 
be through unilateral initiatives and preventive war. In Leffler’s words, democratization 
requires far more resources, imagination and patience than the Bush administrations 
approach (Leffler 2004:27) 
 
The America policy during the Bush administration was to isolate man through sanctions and 
to adamantly refuse to sort of understanding in the mutual interests of the two. It’s important 
to understand Iran as a country live in a nuclear armed neighborhood (U.S.A, Israel, India 
and Pakistan). 
 
Any rational approach requires that all factors to be considered which handling Iran and her 
nuclear program. The approach of the Obama administration that considers these factors 
seems to define the very tension that has grown over the years between Iran and the U.S.A 
attitude. 
 
The following is a summary of the implications as brought through the endeavors of this 
research:- 
1. There has been growing global anti Americanism all over the world. Most states, some 
of which have been close allies of the US tend to think that the she is always over 
reacting to the terrorist threat and that Americans seek to dominate the world. Leffler 
(2004.26) presents the following statistics: - Britain from 75% to 58%, France from 63% 
to 37%, Germany from 61% to 38%. 
 
2. This foreign policy inculcated a feeling of humiliation, powerlessness and domination 
among the entire member states of the Middle East. They feel that the US is not acting 
in good faith and in most cases overstepping on other states sovereignty. Because of 
this, most citizens have become hardcore and we realize the breeding of more terrorist 
groups as well as members with the adoption of new fighting techniques. 
 
3. The reduction of US troops in Saudi Arabia by president Obama represents a step in 
the right direction for the United States to address the sources of radicalization: what 
this means is that once the U.S recognize the need to significantly reduce its Military 
presence in Saudi Arabia and of course the larger Persian Gulf, this will be a step 
towards Minimizing radical and hostile reactions towards the U.S. 
 
4. Under the current offshore diplomacy, one benefit that will be realized is that once the 
U.S forces leave the Middle East, it’s likely that this will deny, the Al Qaeda and others 
terrorist groups a chance to target and harm the U.S interests. The presence of the U.S 
Military in the Middle East is seen as a provocative move and therefore acts as an 
impetus for the Al-Qaeda to act by taking offense. 
 
5. The heightened threat perceptions by America worsened by the September 11th attacks 
led America heightened her ethnocentric behavior, she decided to go unilateral. 
Ignoring the Unites nations, and other major powers, the US decided to go solo and 
overrule the former UN secretary generals’ good intentions of trying to prevail upon 
Iraq to comply with all drunk with power, ignored the UNSC and took the initiative in 
aggression. 
 
6. The aim of America to achieve a supreme regional dominance in the area was not 
achieved. The destruction of the Iraq Empire left a power vacuum in the region and 
Iran got a chance to rise up as a regional power and has gone further through the help 
of China and Russia to develop nuclear weapons which seems to threaten the US more 
than before. 
 
7. The US did realize her target of dismantling the organized groups of Al Qaeda and 
Taliban. The threat was somehow minimized to lower levels. The new US 
administration has adopted a cooperative policy which is suspect of allowing these 
groups to reorganize and therefore rise up as major threats to world peace. 
 
 
4.2 Theoretical Analysis 
In our endeavor to undertake a theoretical analysis, it is important to note that we will apply 
neo-realism on one hand and apply republican liberalism to understand the policy regarding 
the exportation of democracy to the Middle East. 
 
On the onset of military power application to the Middle East, Bush administration believed 
that it was the obligation of the US to spread democracy to the Middle East through military 
showdown. As a superpower, they had a strong conviction that it was possible to 
democratize governments anytime, anywhere under any circumstances (Kirkpatrick 1978:37). 
America was therefore an instrument through which the world can achieve democratic 
change and if countries like Iraq cannot cooperate, then the only possible way was 
confrontation. The policy formulators here see the US a beacon of hope and a crusader that 
will apply its military might to achieve examplarism in other states. America is the yardstick 
through which other states can be measured. The liberal school maintains that citizens in 
democratic states or states with democratic principles evince much greater reluctance to 
engage in violent conflict primarily because they are reluctant to risk their own lives. The 
point is that in such states people are constrained by their own rational interest to avoid war 
whenever possible (Lawson 2004:49). From this liberal standpoint, Americas strive to 
establish democratic institutions in the middle east is based on this believe that once 
democratic structures have been instituted in the middle east, then the people of the middle 
east will be restrained from engaging in such activities as terrorism thus guarantying the 
security of Americans and their interests in the region. 
 
Neo realism sees this contention where America claims to be exporting democracy as a 
camouflage to protect material interests and exert her influence to maintain her hegemonic 
status that was being challenged by expansionist states such as the case of Iraq invasion of 
Kuwait. It is contradictory to claim to be exporting democracy before exhausting diplomatic 
avenues. This negates the principle belief of democrats where diplomatic engagement is the 
principle venue in conflict management. 
 Through the eyes of a realist, the onshore approach by Bush administration is a product of a 
unipolarity permissiveness (This is a situation where there is lack of a balance of power 
within the international system) where the US behaves aggressively for there is none who is 
an equal militarily. Realism argues that if we had a situation of a bipolar or multi polar 
system, it’s unlikely that Bush could have considered an onshore approach while handling 
the situation in the Middle East. 
 
The Former US president Bush embraced confrontation as the best approach to handle such 
conflicting situations as those of Afghanistan and Iraq. With Americas economic power 
having been scaled down recently by the biting economic crisis, the current president has 
embraced an offshore approach first because of the cost implications of the onshore approach 
and secondly to put America back to her position on the economic ladder. 
 
The realist hypothesis under Bush Administration corroborates that variation in political 
expansion is a function of relative changes. Since September 11 US has engaged in a massive 
projection of power and an extension of its political and security interests abroad. Publishing 
an official strategy documents is to maintain its position by adding to its margin of 
superiority and dissuading peer competitors. The effects of September 11 were the specific 
direction of US foreign policy and political power expansion. Realism generally expects that 
under the permissive condition of unipolarity as aggressive use of power. Realism cannot 
capture the liberal character of such. Characteristics of realism explain the contemporary rise 
of US onshore strategy after 9/11 under Bush Administration (Monten; 2005). 
 
The onshore orientation can be explained by realists through the fact that states expand in the 
absence of a countervailing power, any unbalance power will act without limitation and 
dominant states that are not subject to external restraint tend to observe few limits on their 
behavior. Therefore the US did not restrain itself or consider any available options. 
 As Waltz’s and Huntington’s neorealist logic suggest strongly that they should (Buzan; 2004). 
Waltz still believes that no lone superpower can succeed for long in maintaining unipolarity 
because some combination of overstretch and counterbalancing will undermine it. But after 
September 11 the world order turned into a power practice regime. Under Bush’s foreign 
policy US has tried to show her muscles on Afghanistan and Iraq to eradicate al-Qaeda as 
threat to US security. But there is no clear evidence to link between al-Qaeda and Iraq but on 
the basis of that ground Bush invaded Iraq unanimously. In that connection US becoming 
more superpower (may be alone) and Bush’s foreign policy was more offensive and onshore 
strategy towards Middle East (Buzan; 2004). 
 
Kagan argues that the position of the US as the leading power is part of what attracts threats 
to it. The US response to September 11 countered if the US stays on the offensive or onshore 
strategy against international terrorism. The US decides to reduce threats to it by disengaging 
from its more contentious overseas commitments (Ibid). 
 
In the security realm, the US excised exclusive control over the postwar occupation that 
reshaped the Japanese political and economic order and played a similar role. After 9/11 
response, Bush moved in confrontation follow the onshore strategy on Afghanistan and Iraq. 
Then Bush Administration considered the possible invasion to Iraq without consulting with 
other countries through the UN objections. When UN failed inspections to find evidence of 
nuclear, biological or chemical weapons, US responded with war against Iraq along with 
Great Britain (Skidmore; 2005) 
 
 
 
 
 
Chapter Five 
Conclusion 
 
In both the confrontational and co operational approaches adopted by the former and current 
U.S presidents, its critical for all to understand that either way, the role the United States has 
played and will play cannot be underrated. Both approached seems to attract negative and 
positive implications both at home and in the Middle East. 
 
We note clearly that whenever terrorism rears its ugly head, it bears the stamp of origin from 
the Middle East. The question still remains as to what approach the U.S and other power 
should employ in order to minimize the problem of international terrorism. 
 
It’s critical that the current U.S administration goes back in history and study the ways 
through which the U.S has interacted with the Middle East since the World War II. In recent 
nears, there has been great military role of the U.S in the Middle East and direct involvement 
in the Arab-Israel conflict, positions that have bred hostilities towards the U.S and her allies 
and the rising of militant groups. 
 
A challenge to president Obama therefore is formulate a new policy that seeks for a 
“democratic wave” that finds its strength and support from other allies to bring democracy 
throughout the Muslim world. With the current situation of multiple conflicts, the U.S can 
seeks for ways to address all obstacles and challenges on the way to the democratic processes 
without necessarily adopting excessive use of Military force or taking the centre stage instead 
of the Middle East States. 
 
The American diplomacy should therefore in this era seek a radical departure from the 
precious grand strategy of Military power application and engage in a liberal approach where 
the international institutions seek to take up their roles without necessary coercion, 
intimidation or overrule by the U.S. This might see an achievement towards a collective 
respect and adoption of fundamental changes necessary for achieving peace and tranquility 
in the Middle East. 
The United States of America was aimed at determining who ruled Iraq for the sole purpose 
of ensuring there were no threats to her homeland security and interests in the Middle East. 
No one was to oppose them or stand on her way in this unipolar period. In the realist world, 
her imperial behavior was to be justified by her security interests and her homeland security 
that had been threatened by the twin tower attack. 
 
We note with understanding that the policy towards the Middle East by the US changed soon 
after Saddam declined to cooperate as it had done before. Initially Saddam was a darling of 
the US when they supported them against Iran to defend her interests. It is understood that 
once the interests of the super power changed, then there is need to change alliances to 
protect her interests. 
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